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I REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
pplicant submits this Amendment and Response to respond to the Office Action dated 
Januaiy I, 2006. Claims 1,15, and 22 have been amended without intending to abandon or to 
dedicate|o the public any patentable subject matter. Accordingly, Claims 1-3, 5-16, and 18-30 
are now pending. 

Glaims 1-29 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent Nf). 6,104.721 to Hsu C*Hsu") in view of either U.S. Patent No. 6,862,623 to Odhner et al. 
" ("Odhnej"), U.S. Patent No. 6,3 14,447 to Lea et al. C^Lea'O, or U.S. Patent No. 6,484,265 to 
Borkar el al. ('"Borkar"). In order for a rejection under 35 U.S-C. §103 to be proper, tiiere must 
be some suggestion or motivation to modify the reference or to combine the reference teaching, 
there mv^t be a reasonable expectation of success, and the prior art references relied upon must 
teach, si^gest, or describe each and eveiy element as set forth in the claims. (MPEP §2143.) 
Howeve|, all of the limitations set forth in the pending claims are not taught, suggested, or 
describe! above mentioned references. Accordingly, reconsideration and 

withdra\|al of the rejections of the claims are respectfully requested. 

Ifsu, the primary reference, is directed to a dynamic resource allocation multiprocessor 
communications board. This board has several identical processors that can be coupled to one 
another ifti series. When a task needs to be processed, the controller determines if a single 
processor has the csqpability to perform the task. If the controller deteraiines the single processor 
does hav B the required capabilities, the task is assigned to the processor. If the task requires 
more pre iCQSsing power than a single processor has, the controller selects at least two of the 
processo irs and forms a pipeline processing combination by enabling at least one of the serial 
ports to ( fouple the at least two selected processors in series. (Hsu col. 3, 11. 41-52.) Hsu therefore 
meets th ; processing demands of a given task that tiie processing power a single processor is 
imable t( \ meet by linking at least two of the processors in the processing bank to form a pipeline 
processi&g combination. (Hsu, col. 3, 11. 45-5 1 .) The resource usage status field 178 in Hsu 
stores " L)ata representative of the status of the available processing power of the corresponding 
processed." (Hsu, col. 9, 11. 61-62.) The resource usage status field only tracks the amount of 
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resource^ that are assigned to a given processor. There is no field for storing the maximum 
resource l^apabihties of the processors in Hsu. Furthermore, there is no teaching or suggestion to 
provide ^ch a field, because the maximimi resotirce capabilities of each processor are the same. 

cldhner is directed toward a system and method for capacity planning of server resources. 
Measure! data is used along with estimations and extrapolation to provide reportedly accurate 
capacity planning results. A user "inputs a load desired to be handled by the server cluster and 
receives h recommendation for server cluster changes that will enable the server cluster to 
adequately handle the load." (Odhner, col. 2, 11. 58-61.) The recommended server cluster 
changes i ypically involve adding more servers to the server cluster. A theoretical maximum load 
value foi a server cluster is obtained using a '^re-defined load table that contains empirically- 
derived maximum load values handled by servers having a known amount of memory." (Odbner, 
col. 2. 11, 29-3 1 .) The utilization of the table in Odhner is vastly different from the way the table 
is utilize I in the present invention. Namely, Odhner uses a table to detemiine a maximum load 
(number of requests per second) that can be handled by a given server cluster. Odhner does not 
teach usi tig the table to determine what computer resource a particular task should be assigned to. 

L ga is directed toward a system that determines processing capabilities of devices in an 
electronic network. A host device monitors the network to determine whether a system user has 
recently Connected a new device to the electronic networit. The host performs a discovery 
process I y querying relevant configuration information stored in the self-describing data of the 
new devi ce. Then based on the current load levels of the existing processors, the host re- 
allocatesftasks among the processors and the new device. This load balancing ensures that no 
device isltoo heavily loaded. A device application determines wheth^ a hosted device is capable 
of procei Ising a given task by referencing the self-describing data stored in the hosted device. If a 
particula|* hosted device cannot handle a given task, then additional hosted devices are assigned 
to the tas k in order to balance the load across multiple processors. The self-describing data of 
each hos :ed device is stored in the hosted device to be referenced by other devices as it is 
requiredl Lea does not teach, suggest, or describe using a table in order to determine whether a 
hosted d wice has sufficient processor capabilities to perform the required processing task. 
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Elorkar is generally directed toward a system having a processor and control circuitry. 
The conljrol circuitry controls a body bias signal in order to control parameters of the processor. 
Control |irciutry may further control settings of voltage supplied to the processor and a clock 
signal transmitted to the processor. The Boikar reference does not teach, suggest* or describe the 
use of a |able in connection with assigning tasks to computer resources. 

T. 

/Is noted above there is no discussion in any of the above cited references of using a table 

[■ 

to deterdiine whether or not a task should be assigned to a resource or how a task should be 
assignedko a set of resources. More particularly, none of the above-noted references disclose at 
least the|following italicized portions of independent Claim 1 : 



1 . A method for dynamically allocating tasks in a computer system^ 
cpmprising: 

assigning a maximum computer resource load to each of a plurality of 
cbmputer platforms, wherein a first of said computer platforms has a first 
n aximum computer resource capability and load and a second of said computer 
p \atforms has a second maximum resource capability and load; 

providing a computer resources table, wherein indications of maximum 
cbmputer resource capabilities for each of said plurality of computer platforms 
a *'e maintained; 

assigning a computer resource requirement to a task; 
referencing said computer resources table for maximum computer 
r tsource capabilities of at least one of said plurality of computer platforms; 

assigning said task to a selected one of said plurality of computer 
p fatforms, wherein said task is assigned to said selected computer platform based 
0 fi said resource requirement of said task and said maximum resource load of 
s lid selected platform; and 
\ performing said task in connection with said selected computer platform. 

I 

^ highlighted above, all of the cited references fail to teach, suggest, or describe 
providing a computer resources table that has indications of maximum computer resource 
capabilitjes for each of the computer platforms. Moreover, none of the above cited references 
teach re^rencing such a computer resources table for maximum computer resource capabilities 



and thenfassigning a task to one of the computer platforms. Furthermore, the processors 
describe^ in Hsu have the same maximum processing capabilities and therefore indications of 
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maximi4a computer resource capabilities are not stored in a table. Therefore, for at least these 
reasons, Claim 1 and dependent Claims 2, 3, and 5-14 are not obvious in view of any of the cited 
s, and the rejections of Claim 1 and dependent claims therefirom should be reconsidered 
and withprawn. 

1 he above noted references also fail to disclose at least the following italicized portions 
of indepl^ndent Claim 15: 

IS. A method for dynamically allocating computer processor tasks, 

comprising: 

dynamically specifying a first maximum capability of a first computer 
I^t>cessor; 

dynamically specifying a second maximum capability of a second 
ct)mputer processor; 

maintaining a computer processor capability table, wherein dynamically 
c^justed capability values for said first and second computer processors are 
s^red that are related to said first and second maximum capabilities of said first 
cind second computer processors; 

f receiving a first task requiring processing, wherein a first processor load 
vplue is associated with said first task; 

referencing said computer processor capability table to determine that 
s^id first processor load value of said first task is greater than said first 
xpability of said second computer processor; 

assigning said first task to said first computer processor, wherein said 
'St processor load value is less than said first capability of said first computer 
'ocessor; and 

processing said first task using said first computer processor. 

/is noted above, none of the cited references teach, suggest, or describe maintaining a 
compute| processor capability table where dynamically adjusted capability values for first and 

c )mputer processors are stored. Moreover, none of the cited references teach referencing 
tablefto determine whether the first processor load value of the first task is greater than the 
of the second computer processor. Furthermore, the cited references fail to teach 
the first task to the first computer processor where the processor load of the task is less 
apability of the first computer processor. Therefore, for at least these reasons. Claim 15 
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and depehdent Claims 16 and 18-21 are not obvious in view of any of the cited references, and 
the rejecmons of Claim 15 and dependent claims therefrom should be reconsidered and 
withdrax^, 

-Additionally, the above noted references fail to teach, suggest, or describe at least the 
followin| italicized portions of indq>endent Claim 22: 



I 22. A computer resource allocation system, comprising: 
1 at least a first computer platform comprising at least a first computer 
resource and a second computer platform comprising at least a second computer 
resource, wherein said at least a first computer platform has a first task type 
ckpability and a first resource amount capability, wherein said second computer 
platform has a second task type capability and a second resource amount 
capability, wherein said first and second task type capabilities do not have to be 
e same, and wherein said first and second resource amount capabilities do not 
^e to be the same\ 

processing software running on a server processor, comprising: 

memory including a table, wherein said first and second resource 
a\tount capabilities of said first and second computer platforms are stored in said 
ble\ and 

a software task allocation unit, operable to reference resource 
ahtouni capabilities in said table and further operable to allocate a task to a 
Si elected one of said first or second computer platforms based on said task type 
6 tpability and said referenced resource amount capability^ and wherein said task 
is completed in connection with said selected one of said first or second computer 

iatforais having a task type capability required to complete said task and a 
resource amount capability sufficient to complete said task. 



1 
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A gain, the cited references fail to teach, suggest, or describe a system that comprises a 
ncluding a table for storing first and second resource amount capabilities of first and 
ci imputer platforms. Additionally, the cited references do not suggest a software task 
unit that is operable to reference the resource amount capabilities in the table and is 
oj^erable to allocate a task to one of the first or second platforms based on the referenced 
amount capability. Therefore, for at least these reasons. Claim 22 and dependent 
-29 are not obvious in view of any of the cited references, and the rejections of Claim 
dependent claims therefrom should be reconsidered and withdrawn. 
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Ffirthermore, the combination of Hsu and Odhner would essentially result in a 

on of the maximum number of loads the processors in Hsu would be able to process. 
comS>ination of Odhner and Hsu does not fairly teach, suggest, or describe allocating 
processor tasks. Indeed, if one of skill in the art were to combine the teachings of 

Hsu the result would simply be a recommendation of how to connect various 
s in Hsu (which all have the same processing capabilities) or how many more 
s should be connected to the pipeline described in Hsu. 
^ditionally, Applicant notes that the Examiner has failed to reject Claim 30 under any of 
noted art. Therefore, the Applicant can only assume that the Examiner has found 
allowable in view of the cited art. 

upon the foregoing. Applicant believes that all pending claims are in condition for 
allowandb and such disposition is respectfully requested. In the event that a telephone 
conversajiion would further prosecution and/or expedite allowance, the Examiner is invited to 
contact the undersigned. 

RespectfiiUy submitted, 
SHERIDAN ROSS P.C. 



By:. 



ESasedi 



Dale: /o ^OA/U 



Matthew R. EUsw^th 
Registration No. 56,345 
1560 Broadway, Suite 1200 
Denver, Colorado 80202-5141 
(303) 863-9700 
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